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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Discussion of claim 1 as it relates to the application of Miyazaki (JP 
2002-1 17644 A) to the claims of the present application, particularly claim 1 . In the Office action mailed July 24, 2007, 
the Examiner maintained that, as per claim 1 , the Miyazaki (JP 2002-1 1 7644 A) discloses a recording medium 
cartridge comprising: a cartridge case (1); a recording medium (e.g., tape (3) wound around tape reel) housed in the 
cartridge case (1); and a cartridge memory (11) comprises an IC chip and an antenna (one of the antennae 12, which 
are separate from the chip (1 1) by being on another chip board, or spaced from the chip (1 1) by material (10a) as seen 
in Figure 3) electrically connected to said IC chip (11); and wherein said antenna (12) is spaced apart from said IC chip 
(1 1) - (one of the antennae 12, which are separate from the chip (1 1) by being on another chip board, or spaced from 
the chip (1 1) by material (10a) as seen in Figure 3); said IC (11) is formed on a first board (e.g., substrate (10)) and the 
antenna (12) is formed on a second board (e.g., a film, substrate); and wherein the second board (film substrate) is 
separate and spaced from the first board (substrate (10)) - see enclosed English-machine translation of Miyazaki (JP 
2002-1 17644 A) enclosed herewith at paragraph [0028]. Moreover, the Examiner maintained that each board (10a, 
10b), in toto, are in fact separate in the broad sense that each has its own distinct structure or individual support 
function. That is board (10a) supports chip (11) along a sidewall of the tape cartridge, while board (10b) includes an 
exclusive antenna (12) formed distinctly and exclusively on board (10b) along a long face of the cartridge body. 
Moreover still, the Examiner maintained that even assuming that the boards and/or film substrates, as articulated in the 
Office action made FINAL, could not be construed as separated and spaced, the Examiner maintains that merely 
providing a separation or other barrier between the boards (10a) and (10b) would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the Applicant's invention. An invention that would have been obvious is not 
patentable. KSR Int'l Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 127 S. Ct. 1727, 82 USPQ2d 1385 (2007). As set forth in KSR, "[i]f a person 
of ordinary skill can implement a predictable variation, § 103 likely bars its patentability." The operative question is 
thus "whether the improvement is more than the predictable use of prior art elements according to their established 
functions." Id. Given, the teachings of Miyazaki (JP 2002-1 17644 A), the level of skill in the art, and small difference 
between providing the boards as being integral or separated physically or by a very small barrier, the Examiner 
concludes that the substitution of a such a small barrier in place of the integral connection taught by Miyazaki (JP 
2002-1 17644 A) would have been obvious for common sense reasons such as, processing and manufacturing the 
chips and antennas in a separate manner, thus providing the ability to reject malfunctioning chips, while keeping 
antennae, formed on a separate board, and properly functioning - thus one would not have to completely discard the 
entire boards (10a-10c), just the board with the malfunctioning chip or antenna. The Examiner and Applicant, however, 
did come to an agreement that if claim 1 were amended to incorporate a limitation whereby the claim recited an 
electrical connection between the antenna and the IC chip is not supported by either of the IC chip board or the 
antenna chip board, the claim may be favorably considered. 



